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Tom,

We have finished review of the Draft Exception Events Report from Sonoma.
These comments reflect our reviews on the current revision, future revised
versions may generate additional comments. It may be beneficial to add
discussion on how the concept of the natural fire return interval fits into your
analysis. Please let me know if you have any questions. 

I am including the following timeline for reference:

1) Any flagging of potential exceptional event data along with an initial description
of the event shall be submitted to EPA no later than July 1st of the calendar year
following the year in which the flagged measurement occurred. 

2) A State that has flagged data as a potential exceptional event can, after notice
and opportunity for public comment, submit a demonstration package to EPA to
justify that the data should be excluded from regulatory consideration. This
demonstration package would be due to EPA no later than the lesser of, 3 years
following the end of the calendar quarter in which the flagged concentration was
recorded or, 12 months prior to the date that a regulatory decision must be made
by EPA. The State must submit the public comments it received along with its
demonstration package to EPA.



3) The demonstration package would then be reviewed by EPA for
concurrence/non-concurrence according to the four criteria requirements.
 
Regards, Gina

_____________________________
Gina Grier  -  EPA Region 7 -  KC, KS
Air Planning and Development Branch
913.551.7078  -  grier.gina@epa.gov 




Draft KDHE Flagging Request
Review and Comment
June 2012


Comments start with broad policy recommendations then progress into more specific technical 
comments.


Policy Recommendations:


1) As stated in the EER, “Consistent with historical practice governed by the guidance contained in 
the Interim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fires …., EPA approval of exceedances 
linked to a prescribed fire used for resource management purpose is contingent on the State to 
certify that it has adopted and is implementing a Smoke Management Program (SMP) as described 
in that policy.” Please include language verifying certification and implementation of the Flint Hills 
SMP and describe briefly how that plan addresses the following elements:


 Notification
 Education
 Dispersion
 Mitigation


For consideration as additional information to strengthen the Introduction or Conclusion 
sections of the document.
 KDHE worked with many partners over the last year to develop the Flint Hills Smoke 


Management Plan to address the air quality impacts that result from the annual burning. 
 The plan includes recommended burning practices to minimize and disperse the smoke 


produced by the fires. 
 The plan was the driving force for creation of a website, hosted by KSU Extension, which 


has a modeling tool to allow land managers to determine if meteorological conditions 
are good for dispersing smoke from fires they are planning.


 Inability to fully implement the plan in 2011 because it wasn’t adopted until December 
of 2010


 Due to the previous year’s lack of prescribed burning, a higher than normal percentage 
of acreage was burned in 2011. Without implementation of the Flint Hills SMP, 
exceedances may have been more significant.


 Pilot Project in Chase and Greenwood Counties to report/support SMP in 2011.


2) Each State must take necessary measures to safeguard public health regardless of the source of 
the air pollution. States are not required to submit formal mitigation plans; however, KDHE is 
required to provide public notice, public education, and provide for implementation of reasonable 
measures to protect public health when an event occurs. Please describe steps taken to protect 
public health under the SMP.


3)  A critical component for demonstrating an exceptional event for prescribed fire is “the event 
must not be reasonably controllable or preventable, and must be an event caused by human activity 
that is unlikely to recur at a particular location or a natural event”.  Please make the 
demonstration of unlikely to reoccur at a particular location in relationship to the natural fire 
interval of the native tall grass prairie wildland ecosystem. 







4) EPA recommends that KDHE explore the natural fire interval for the Flint Hills tall grass prairie 
ecosystem. The following considerations may be helpful to include in the Introduction or 
Conclusion sections of the document to support the role of prescribed fire as a natural resource 
management:


 prescribed fires can often be planned and executed in a way that minimizes downwind 
impacts as compared to fires that might otherwise occur naturally or accidentally


 prescribed fires can often be planned and executed in a way that prevents catastrophic 
property damage or health impacts that might otherwise occur with uncontrolled fires 


 many of these fire dependent ecosystems cannot maintain or sustain natural species 
composition without fire 


  fire is a likely eventual outcome in these ecosystems; and, suppressing such fires may 
ultimately lead to catastrophic consequences


 controlled burning reduces fuel loads and encroachment of woody vegetation. 


5)  In this demonstration KDHE describes the impacts from multiple types of fires. Please make a 
distinction between the type of fire that is impacting each event (i.e., wildfire or prescribed fire), 
and clarify how the fire type qualifies to be flagged as an exceptional event for that particular day.


According to the EE Rule, the following definitions apply:


 A “prescribed fire” is defined as any fire ignited by management actions to meet specific 
resource management objectives. According to existing Federal Policy, prior to ignition a 
prescribed fire must have an approved prescribed fire plan…”.


 A “wildfire” is defined as an unplanned, unwanted wildland fire (such as caused by 
lightning), and include unauthorized human-caused fires (such as arson or acts of 
carelessness by campers), and escaped prescribed fire projects.


6) In order to better demonstrate a clear causal relationship, KDHE may want to reference credible 
media resources.


 http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2011/20110509_aprilstats.html  : Prime wildfire conditions prevailed 
across portions of the Southern Plains and a record breaking 1.79 million acres burned across the country in  
April. Texas, where over 2.2 million acres have burned since January, again bore the brunt of the wildfire 
activity.


 http://www.inciweb.org/  


7)  A final section should be included to cover the public comments on KDHE’s request for an 
exceptional event with the submission of the demonstration.


 The State must document that the public comment process was followed. Accordingly, the 
documentation must include the a) public announcement, b) description of the public forum 
in which events were received and the c) specific public comments, if any.


Technical Recommendations: 


8) Some of the trajectory plots have poor visual resolution in the word document. It is important 
that all the trajectory heights are clear to show transport at multiple heights.  Please consider 
including the higher resolution graphics for these images or modifying the colors of the trajectories 
so they are visible in the graphics.



http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2011/20110509_aprilstats.html

http://www.inciweb.org/





9)  The April 29 trajectories do not clearly show the impact of the wildfires. They appear to show 
transport from Oklahoma City with a local contribution occurring at the Health Department.  Please 
include additional discussion to differentiate between ozone transport from anthropogenic 
emissions from Oklahoma City to local formation in Wichita with the fire impact component.  To 
better demonstrate there would have been no exceedance or violation but for the event, KDHE may 
also want to consider reviewing forward trajectories from the Texas wildfires to support the 
demonstration.


10) Please describe the methodology that KDHE used for determining acres burned and the spatial 
location and timing of those emissions. How does the KDHE estimate compare to the SMARTFIRE 
estimate?


11)  EPA recommends that KDHE include a map (preferably an animation) of fire related emissions 
for both NOx and VOC used in the BlueSky modeling be included and possibly contrasted to 
emissions in the no burning scenario.  This information could be used to assist in the argument that 
fire emissions are of a magnitude to impact ozone along with providing the spatial location of travel 
according to the model. 


12)  In table 6-8 modeling is used to estimate the peak impacts from the Flint Hills fires. The 
Wichita HD monitor’s peak impact from Flint Hills fires is estimated at 20ppb.  In table 1-2 the 
estimated range is 20-28 ppb (20 from modeling and 28 from the matching day analysis).  It 
appears that there’s a lower range of estimated impacts from the smoke. Please make the 
demonstration that plume from the fire was a substantial cause for the event (i.e. modeling 
indicates the fires contributed 20 ppb and using the matching day value of 51 ppb gets you to 71 
ppb, yet 79 ppb was observed, so is the model off by 8 ppb for the fire component or is there a local 
component not accounted for in the modeling?) 


13)  The Konza CASNET site contains solar radiation information data.  Solar radiation is a key 
component to ozone formation.  Please consider including this component in your matching day 
analysis for this site.


14) There are several instances in the draft report discussing inversions being present and trapping 
pollutants.  For example text on page 4-6 and Figure 4-5.  "Radiosonde from KOUN at 06:00 on April 
6, 2011, showing a strong temperature inversion near 650 m AGL, likely trapping smoke 
emitted at the surface beneath that level.  Source:  NWS."  This reasoning is used for April 6th, 12th, 
13th and 29th.  There is also a discussion on subsidence inversion remaining later during the day on 
the 12th.  EPA realizes that these inversions are common events and can impact pollution levels.  
The statutory definition of exceptional event specifically excludes stagnation of air masses or 
meteorological inversions; a meteorological event involving high temperatures or lack of 
precipitation; or air pollution relating to source noncompliance.  KDHE should include a discussion 
as to why these inversions are not the sole/main cause of elevated monitored pollution values.  So, 
do the matching days used in the analysis have these same inversions present?  Are there other 
examples outside of these days (in other years for example) where inversions clearly did not play a 
role and where smoke derived emissions still caused high ozone readings at KS monitors?


15) Figure 4-40 and 4-41 references Washington and Pawnee monitoring sites. Please identify these 
monitoring locations on a reference map.







16) Based on the information in Table 4-2, on page 4-4, the distance from the monitoring site to the 
selected meteorology (met) station seems greater than it needs to be.  EPA believes that there are 
met stations closer to the monitoring sites in question.  The closer a met station is to the monitoring 
site, the more reliable will be the correlation of the reported met data to the actual conditions at the 
monitoring site.


17)  Section 4.4, on page 4-5, appears to be saying that the smoke was the only source for ozone on 
that day.  Please explore all possible sources for ozone on each day, including transport and local 
production, as well as smoke.








